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In re PATENT APPLICATION of: Confirmation Number: 4349 

TINNEMANS ET AL. 

Application No.: 10/813,687 Group Art Unit: 2851 
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Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, VA 223 1 3- 1 450 

Sir: 

In response to the Final Office Action dated Jime 11, 2007 ("Final Action") and the 
Advisory Action dated August 31, 2007, Appellants hereby request that a panel of examiners 
formally review the legal and factual basis of the rejections in the above-identified 
application prior to the filing of an appeal brief. This request is being concurrently filed with 
a Notice of Appeal. The review is requested for the reasons provided in the Remeirks 
beginning below. A total of 4 pages are provided. 

APPEALED REJECTION 

Appellants are appealing the rejections of claims 1, 5-10, 15, 26 and 27 imder 35 
U.S.C. §102(e) as being allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,828,772 Bl to Hofer et al. 
("Hofer") and claims 1, 5-6, 8, 10, 15, 18, 21 and 23-27 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,404,483 to Segers et al. ("Segers"). 

ARGUMENTS FOR TRAVERSAL 

Appellants traverse the prior art rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§102(e) and (b) at least 
because, as will be evident by the following discussion, the cited portions of the applied 
references do not disclose, either expressly or inherently, each and every element recited by 
the claims. 
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A) Rejections of claims L 5-10. 15, 26 and 27 under 35 U.S.C. S102re^ based on 

Hofer. 

Claim 1 recites a lithographic support system, comprising, inter alia, a moveable 
support structure configured to support and move an object, said support structure comprising 
a robot arm having a rod coupled to a support frame that is provided with a clamp that clamps 
the object; and a compliant structure configured to compensate for at least one of a tilt and 
displacement between said object and said clamp, the compliant structure being provided at 
least between the rod and the support frame. 

It is respectfully submitted that there is nothing in the cited portions of Hofer that 
remotely discloses, teaches or suggests each and every limitation of claim 1, including the 
features identified above. In order to establish a prima facie rejection "the identical invention 
must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim ." {See MPEP §2131, 
citing Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co.. 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. 
Cir. 1989), emphasis added). MPEP §2131 also indicates that "the elements must be 
arranged as required by the claim ." (See MPEP §2131, citing In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 
15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990), emphasis added). The Final Action does not meet these 
requirements. 

For example, the Examiner has failed to identify in Hofer the invention in as complete 
detail as is contained in claim 1 , The Examiner identifies the gripper arm 60 of Hofer as 
being both the clamp and the frame of claim 1 . See page 3 of the final Office Action. This is 
incorrect. Claim 1 recites various elements that are arranged in a specific manner. 
According to claim 1 , the support frame is provided with a clamp and the compliant structure 
is provided at least between the rod and the support frame. The Examiner is respectfiilly 
requested to show in Hofer the identical invention of claim 1 or withdraw the rejection. 

As another example, the Examiner alleges that the recited compliant structure that is 
configured to compensate for at least one of a tilt and displacement between the object and 
the clamp is analogous to the wedge Eissembly 50 of Hofer. In particular, the Final Action 
alleges that the semiconductor wafer/object 40 is forced upward along an incline area on the 
wedge assemblies 50, 55 and thus one of the fimctions of the wedge assemblies 50, 55 is to 
secure the wafer and to neutralize the effect of variations, such as displacement, between the 
wafer/object 40 and the clamp 60. The Final Action cites colunm 6, lines 2-24 of Hofer for 
support. [Final Action, page 3]. Appellants strenuously disagree and submit that the Final 
Action is utterly incorrect on these assertions. 
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By way of review, Hofer discloses a hollow flipper shaft 20 and a mounting head 90 
which "locks the flipper shaft 20 to the wafer holding structure 10." See^ column 6, lines 30- 
33 of Hofer. In particular, the cited portions of Hofer disclose a wedge assembly 50 
including a rubber material to frictionally engage and hold the wafer within the holding 
structure 10. See, column 6, lines 9-11 of Hofer. 

This is in striking contrast to the recited compliant structure, as claimed in claim 1, 
which is configured to compensate for at least one of a tilt and displacement between the 
object and the clamp . There is nothing within the cited portions of Hofer to disclose that the 
wedge assembly is configured to perform this function. 

Unlike the compliant structure of claim 1, the wedge assembly 50 of Hofer is merely a 
receptacle that is used to hold the substrate 40 within the holding structure 10. The wedge 
assembly 50 of Hofer does not compensate for at least one of a tilt and displacement between 
the substrate 40 (identified bv the Examiner as the "object" of claim U and the gripper arm 
60 (identified by the Examiner as the "clamp" of claim 1). In support of this, the cited 
portions of Hofer disclose that tension springs 70 located near the moimting head 90 and 
along the portion of the holding structure 10 adjacent to the gripper arms 60 are used to pull 
the gripper arms 60 together so as to secure the substrate within the holding structure 10. 
When the gripper arms 60 are pulled together by the tension springs 70, the substrate 40 is 
forced upward along an incline area on the wafer assemblies 50 and 55, and into the wedge 
slots on the wedge assemblies 50 and 55. Thus, Hofer makes use of the tension springs 70 to 
force the substrate 40 to remain in position within the wedge assemblies 50, 55. With this 
said, assuming now, arguendo, that the substrate 40 being held by the gripper arms 60 of the 
wafer holding structure 10 was moving due to, for example, a lack of pressure exerted by the 
tension springs 70, there would be nothing in Hofer's apparatus to compensate (i.e. make up 
for) for that movement. In particular, if the substrate 40 were to be moved relative the 
gripper arms 60, the wedge assemblies 50 and 55 would be unable to compensate for any 
movement, tilt or displacement between the substrate 40 and the gripper arms 60. Quite to 
the contrary, if the substrate 40 of Hofer were to be moved, the substrate 40 would partly or 
completely disengage the wedge assemblies 50, 55 and, as a result, would possibly fall 
through the holding structure 10. Had the wedge assembly 50 been configured to compensate 
for a movement between the substrate 40 and the gripper arms, the wedge assembly 50 would 
have moved to make up for such a movement. However, these features are not taught in 
Hofer. Thus, there is nothing within the cited portions of Hofer to compensate for at least 
one of a tilt and displacement between the object and the clamp as presently claimed. 

-3- 
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Claims 15 and 26 are patentable over the cited portions of Hofer at least the same 
reasons as provided above for claim 1. Claims 3-8, 10, 16-17 and 27 depend respectively 
from claims 1, 15 and 26, and are, therefore, patentable for at least the same reasons provided 
above related to claims 1,15 and 26, and for the additional features recited therein. 

B) Rejections of claims L 5-6. 8, 10. 15, 18, 21 and 23-27 under 35 U.S.C. 
SI 02(b) based on Segers . 

Claim 1 is discussed above. By way of review, Segers discloses a pick-up hand 133 
that is provided on the end of arm 131, and further discusses two fingers 134 which are 
inserted underneath a substrate W, to pick-up the substrate W. The pick-up hand 133 carries 
coupling half 135a, which mates with a corresponding coupling half 135(b), on the pre- 
aligner 2. The coupling (135a, 135b) is used to ensure that the pick-up hand 133 is accurately 
positioned relative to the pre-aligner 2 when the substrate W is picked up. See^ column 7, 
lines 6-18 and Figs. 5a-5c of Segers. 

The Final Action alleges that the recited compliant structure that is configured to 
compensate for at least one of a tilt and displacement between the object and the clamp is 
analogous to the coupling half 135a of Segers. Respectfully, the Final Action is utterly 
incorrect on this assertion. 

In particular, the Final Action relies upon column 7, lines 10-25 to disclose these 

features, which states 

A pick-up hand 133 is provided on the end of arm 131 and has two fingers 134 
which are inserted undemeath wafer W, as shown in FIG. 5C, to pick-up the 
wafer W, The pick-up hand 133 also carries one coupling half 135a of which 
mates with a corresponding coupling half 135b (the "coupling means") 
provided on the pre-aligner 2. The coupling 135a, 135b is used to ensure that 
the pick-up hand 133 is accurately positioned relative to the pre-aligner 2 
when the wafer W is picked up. The connection between the pick-up hand 133 
the and arm 131 allows a certain amount of movement between them so that 
the pick-up hand can be moved into correct alignment by the coupling 135a, 
135b even if the arm 131 is not perfectly aligned. Hence, the wafer is 
accurately positioned on the pick-up hand 133 and can be placed on the wafer 
table WT with corresponding accuracy. 

At most, this section discloses that the connection between the pick-up hand 133, 
which includes the coupling half 135a, and the arm 131, allows a certain amount of 
movement between the two structures. However, there is nothing to disclose that the coupling 
half 135a is configured to compensate for at least one of a tilt and displacement between the 
substrate W (identified by the Examiner as the "object" of claim 1) and the fingers 134 
(identified by the Examiner as the "clamp" of claim 1). In support of this, Eissuming, 
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arguendo^ that the pick-up hand 133 is disengaged from the pre-aligner 2, i.e. the coupling 
half 135a is disengaged from the coupling half 135b, then, there is nothing in Segers' 
apparatus to compensate for a displacement or tilt between the substrate W and the fingers 
134. In such a configuration, the coupling half 135a is merely a part that is attached to the 
pick-up hand 133. See, e.g.. Figure 5A-B of Segers. On the other hand, assuming, arguendo^ 
that the pick-up hand 133 is coupled to the pre-aligner 2, i.e. the coupling half 135a engages 
the coupling half 135b {see Figure 5C of Segers), then, there is nothing in Segers* apparatus 
to compensate for a displacement or tilt between the substrate W and the fingers 134. In 
particular, in the configuration of Figure 5C of Segers, if the substrate W moves relative to 
the fingers 134, the coupling half 135a (and/or coupling half 135b) is unable to compensate 
for such a movement. The coupling half 135a (and coupling half 135b) is merely used to 
ensure that the fingers 134 remain fixed during transfer of the substrate W of the pick-up 
hand 133. 

Claims 15, 18, 21 and 26 are patentable over the cited portions of Segers at least the 
same reasons eis provided above for claim 1. Claims 5-6, 8, 10, 23-25 and 27 depend 
respectively from claims 1, 15, 18, 21 and 26, and are, therefore, patentable for at leeist the 
same reasons provided above related to claims 1, 15, 18, 21 and 26, and for the additional 
features recited therein. 

Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the panel return a decision concurring with 
Appellants' position and eliminating the need to file an appeal brief because there are clear 
legal and/or factual deficiencies in the appealed rejections. 

Please charge any fees associated with the submission of this paper to Deposit 
Account Number 03-3975. The Commissioner for Patents is also authorized to credit any 
over payments to the above-referenced Deposit Account. 



Respectfiilly submitted. 



CFL/CMT 
P.O. Box 10500 
McLean, VA 22102 
(703) 770-7900 




SHAW PITTMAN LLP 
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